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Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim(s) 1-14 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim{s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) n Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) S Claim(s) 1-14 is/are rejected. 

Claim(s) is/are objected to. 
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DETAILED ACTION 



1. 



Applicant's Request for RCE and Remarks filed on august 26, 2004 in response to 



Examiner's Final Office Action has been reviewed. 



2. 



Claims 1-14 are presented for examination. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the. subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Woods US 
Patent No. 6,282,538 in view of Rose et al. (Hereinafter "Rose") US Patent No. 5,724,567. 

As to claim 1, Woods teaches a method for receiving qualitative ratings of an overall 
result in response to a present user's present search request are prioritized according to an 
algorithm which assigns greater weight to interest indications by relatively similar users making 
relatively similar search requests than to interest indications by relatively dissimilar users and 
than to interest indications making relatively dissimilar search requests [providing the user with a 
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priority organized query lit list, see the abstract; generate list of matching terms and display 
ranked Hst of query hits, 10-1 1 of fig. 4; 540 of fig. 5; fig. 8; col. 11, lines 35-45]. 

However, Woods does not explicitly teach that search items retumed are prioritized. Rose 
teaches that search items retumed are prioritized [ranking each available item and indicating the 
degree of interest in each item of information, ab; fig. 7; col. 4. lines 40-47]. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the Data Processing art 
at the time of the invention to have modified the communication service system of Woods for 
receiving qualitative ratings of an overall result according a search algorithm [ab; col. 11, lines 
35-45] provided thereof would have incorporated the teachings of Rose especially the 
methodology of providing a rank of a search result to the user; the motivation being to expand 
and enhance the versatility of Woods' system by determining to the items of information that are 
beHeved to be important to a user [Rose, col. 2, lines 37-40]. 

As to claim 2, Woods and Rose teach the invention substantially as claimed. Woods 
fiirther teaches receiving a search request fi"om a user [410 of fig. 4]; assigning said search 
request to a search query [430-450 of fig. 4]; and submitting said query so as to yield a set of 
response items [510-540 of fig. 4], and Rose fiirther teaches assigning said user to a community 
[user who have similar interests, ab]; and prioritizing said response items as a fimction of prior 
search requests by said community [col. 5, lines 36 to col. 6, lines 17; ab]. 
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As to claim 3, Woods and Rose teach the invention substantially as claimed. Woods 
further teaches tracking indications of interest by said user in individual ones of said response 
items and storing the results of said tracking on a per user and/or per-conraiunity basis [ab]. 

As to claim 4, Woods and Rose teach the invention substantially as claimed. Rose further 
teaches using said results in prioritizing items collected in response to subsequent search requests 
by other users assigned to said community [col. 5, lines 36 to col. 6, lines 17]. 

As to claim 5, Woods and Rose teach the invention substantially as claimed. Rose further 
teaches that all else being equal, interest indications associated with a conmiunity are given 
greater weight than other interest indications by the parent of said community [col. 6, lines 45 to 
col. 7, lines 49]. 

As to claim 6, Woods and Rose teach the invention substantially as claimed. Rose further 
teaches that said user is assigned to a community in part as a function of said indications of 
interest [ab; col. 5, lines 36 to col. 6, lines 17]. 

As to claim 7, Woods and Rose teach the invention substantially as claimed. Rose further 
teaches that said user is assigned to a community as a function of a selection of said community 
by said user [col. 5, lines 36 to col. 6, lines 17]. 
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As to claim 8, Woods and Rose teach the invention substantially as claimed. Rose 
further teaches said user is assigned to a community as a function of a profile of said user 
existing before said search request is made [col. 5, lines 36 to coL 6, lines 17]. 

As to claim 10, Woods and Rose teach the invention substantially as claimed. Rose 
further teaches a trader for tracking indications of interest by a user in search items collected in 
response to said search request from said user [fig. 7], said prioritizer using said indications of 
interest to determine said function for future queries [col. 5, lines 30-35]. 

As to claim 11, Woods and Rose teach the invention substantially as claimed. Rose 
further teaches said community assigner assigns said user to a community for said future search 
requests at least in part as a function of said indications of interest [ab]. 

As to claim 12, Woods and Rose teach the invention substantially as claimed. Rose 
further teaches a user and/or a community field indicating respective users and/or communities 
associated with said hit counts [users who have similar interests, see fig. 5; col. 2, lines 37-44]. 

As to claims 9, 13-14, all limitations of this claim have been addressed in the analysis 
above, and this claim is rejected on that basis. 

4. Applicant's argimients with respect to claims 1-14 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 



The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 



5. Claims 1-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Biffar in 
view of Rose et al. (Hereinafter "Rose") US Patent No. 5,724,567. 

As to claim 1, Biffar teaches a method for receiving qualitative ratings of an overall result 
in response to a present user's present search request are prioritized according to an algorithm 
which assigns greater weight to interest indications by relatively similar users making relatively 
similar search requests than to interest indications by relatively dissimilar users and than to 
interest indications making relatively dissimilar search requests [see the abstract; fig. 8; col. 11, 
lines 35-45]. 

However, Biffar does not expUcitly teach that search items returned are prioritized. Rose 
teaches that search items retumed are prioritized [ranking each available item and indicating the 
degree of interest in each item of information, ab; fig. 7; col. 4. lines 40-47]. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the Data Processing art 
at the time of the invention to have modified the communication service system of Biffar for 
receiving qualitative ratings of an overall result according a search algorithm [ab; col. 11, lines 
35-45] provided thereof would have incorporated the teachings of Rose especially the 
methodology of providing a rank of a search result to the user; the motivation being to expand 
and enhance the versatility of Biffar' s system by determining to the items of information that are 
believed to be important to a user [Rose, col. 2, lines 37-40]. 

As to claim 2, Biffar and Rose teach the invention substantially as claimed. Biffar further 

teaches 

receiving a search request from a user [col. 7, lines 31-33]; 

assigning said user to a community [ab; col. 7, lines 49-61; col. 2, lines 56 to col. 3, lines 

14]; 

assigning said search request to a search query [fig. 3-4]; 

submitting said query so as to yield a set of response items [ab; col. 7, lines 62 to col. 8, 
lines 7]; and 

prioritizing said response items as a function of prior search requests by said community 
[col. 11, lines 41-45]. 

As to claim 3, Biffar and Rose teach the invention substantially as claimed. Biffar further 
teaches tracking indications of interest by said user in individual ones of said response items and 
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storing the results of said tracking on a per user and/or per-community basis [col. 11, lines 53 to 
col. 12, lines 10]. 

As to claim 4, Biffar and Rose teach the invention substantially as claimed. Biffar further 
teaches using said results in prioritizing items collected in response to subsequent search requests 
by other users assigned to said community [col. 11, lines 54-62]. 

As to claim 5, Biffar and Rose teach the invention substantially as claimed. Biffar further 
teaches that all else being equal, interest indications associated with a community are given 
greater weight than other interest indications by the parent of said community [col. 4, lines 28- 
67]. 

As to claim 6, Biffar and Rose teach the invention substantially as claimed. Biffar further 
teaches that said user is assigned to a community in part as a function of said indications of 
interest [col. 5, lines 4-9]. 

As to claim 7, Biffar and Rose teach the invention substantially as claimed. Biffar further 
teaches that said user is assigned to a community as a function of a selection of said community 
by said user [col. 3, lines 25-35]. 
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As to claim 8, Biffar and Rose teach the invention substantially as claimed. Biffar further 
teaches said user is assigned to a community as a function of a profile of said user existing before 
said search request is made [col. 4, lines 28-65]. 

As to claim 10, Biffar and Rose teach the invention substantially as claimed. Biffar 
further teaches a trader for tracking indications of interest by a user in search items collected in 
response to said search request from said user, said prioritizer using said indications of interest to 
determine said function for future queries [col. 7, lines 54-61]. 

As to claim 11, Biffar and Rose teach the invention substantially as claimed. Biffar 
further teaches said conununity assigner assigns said user to a community for said future search 
requests at least in part as a function of said indications of interest [col. 8, lines 35-56]. 

As to claim 12, Biffar and Rose teach the invention substantially as claimed, comprising: 
a key field identifying hit counts, a second field indicating a values for respective hit counts, a 
query context field indicating query contexts for respective hit counts, and a user and/or a 
community field indicating respective users and/or communities associated with said hit counts 
[see fig. 5]. 

As to claims 9, 13-14, all limitations of this claim have been addressed in the analysis 
above, and this claim is rejected on that basis. 
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Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

7. Applicant argues that Biffar teaches prioritizing a single item. 

As to point this, Examiner respectfully disagrees. Biffar teaches returning the search 
results and ranking the search results using various methodologies such as frequency of a site 
visited [col. 1, lines 28-30]. Each item from search results was ranked based on priority 
characteristics [see col. 11, lines 27-44; for example, Mercedes sport utility vehicle was ranked 
number one (first row), Durango sports vehicle is in the second row, and the Lincoln Navigator 
with a third row, col. 12, lines 40-50]. 

Applicant argues that there is no motivation to combine the Biffar and Rose references. 

As to this point, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where 
there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the references 
themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re 
Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and/« re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 
USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case. Rose compensates Biffar's deficiency by 
prioritizing the search returned items based on the indication of the degree of interest in each 
item [see the abstract; fig, 7; col. 4, lines 40-47]. 

AppHcant argues that Biffar does not disclose a community. 
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Examiner respectfully disagrees. Biffar teaches that the system is profiling, i.e. it learns 
from all searches of all users and combines the user profile and patterns of similar users [col. 7, 
lines 52-61]. 

8. Applicant's arguments filed on August 26, 2004 have been fiilly considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

9. Any inquiry conceming this communication or earlier coramunications from the 
examiner should be directed to Thuy Pardo, whose telephone number is 571-272-4082. The 
examiner can normally be reached Monday through Thursday fi-om 8:30 AM to 5:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Dov Popovici, can be reached at 571-272-4083. 

The fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned are as follows: (703) 872-9306 (Official Communication) 

and/or: 

571-273-4082 (Use this Fax#, only after approval by Examineryfor 
''INFORMAL'' or ''Draft'' communication. Examiner may request that a formal/amendment 
be faxed directly to then on occasions). 

Any inquiry of a general nature of relating to the status of this application should be 
directed to the Group receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305-3900. 
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10. Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
Washington, D.C. 2023 1 

or faxed to: 

(703) 308-9051, (for formal communications intended for entry) 

Or: 

(703) 308-5359, (for informal or draft communications, please label 
*TROPOSED" or "DRAFT") 

Hand-delivered responses should be brought to Crystal Park II, 2121 Crystal 
Drive, Arlington. VA., Sixth Floor (Receptionist). 

December 09, 2004 




